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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/8/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive for the following reason: 

Applicant argument regarding the office action not addressing the features of 
claims 2-4, 8, 11 and 12 is not persuasive because the rejection of the last office action 
contain all the features presented in said claims. 

Applicant argument that Koehly does not show a non-magnetic metal is not 
persuasive because the end plates are not just made of aluminum which is well know as 
a non-magnetic metal but also are coat with insulation material 36. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually (such as 
Koehly not showing a second portion and Wong not showing two end plates), one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). In the instance case Koehly shows the stator having two end plates but does not 
show the second portion by itself. However, as stated in the last office action, Koehly is 
combined with Wong to disclose the use of a second portion in order to protect the 
windings from damage and to reduce the build up of dust. Therefore the rejection is 
sustained. 

Applicant argument that Wong material for the end plates (10a and 10B) has to 
be non-metallic is not persuasive because Wong is presented to show applicant that a 
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second extension in a circumferential direction of the end plate is well know in the art in 
order to avoid damage and reduce the build up dust and as disclose above, one cannot 
show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are 
based on combinations of references. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Uchiyama 
disclose the claimed invention except for the end plate protection for the windings. 
However Koehly is presented to show that the use of end plates made of a non- 
magnetic material such as aluminum which as the same time is cover with a insulation 
material 36 are use to protect the stator winding. Further Wong is combined to show 
applicant that the extension of the end plate in the circumferential direction in order to 
avoid damage and reduce the build up dust is also well know in the art. Therefore the 
combination is proper and the rejection is sustained. 

Applicant argument regarding the combination of Uchiyama in view of Koehly 
and in further view of Wong not showing a second portion having a projection portion 
that project from the second portion of the respective tooth is not persuasive because 
Koehly disclose a projection that is extending from the end of the rib 34 (column 4 lines 
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60-70). As show above, when the rib 34 are combined with the extensions in a 
circumferential direction as show by Wong the result of this combination is and end 
portion in the rib having a projection in the axial direction and an extension in the 
circumferential direction over the tooth. Therefore the rejection is sustained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was 
not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession 
of the claimed invention. The specification or drawings does not disclose a projection 
portion beyond the second portion of the tooth in the circumferential direction. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
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were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Uchiyama U.S. Patent No. 5,767,601 in view of Koehly et al. U.S. Patent No. 3,196,304 
in further view of Wong et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,304,885. 

Uchiyama disclose a flywheel having a cylindrical portion and rotating about a 
rotation axis, a plurality of magnets disposed on an inner circumferential surface of the 
cylindrical portion of the flywheel and rotating together with the flywheel; a stator core 
having a laminated core formed by a plurality of magnetic thin plates, the laminated core 
having an annular portion and a plurality of teeth projecting from the annular portion 
outward and opposed to the plurality of magnets. Uchiyama disclose the claimed 
invention except for said stator having two end plates that are made of metal material 
and disposed on both sides of the laminated core and a second portion of the end 
plates that is laid on the second portion of each of the teeth. Regarding the stator 
having two end plates made of metal material and disposed on both sides of the 
laminated core, Koehly discloses a flywheel (10) having a cylindrical portion and rotating 
about a rotation axis; a plurality of magnets disposed on an inner circumferential surface 
of the cylindrical portion of the flywheel and rotating together with the flywheel; a stator 
core (L) having a laminated core formed by laminating a plurality of magnetic thin plate, 
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the laminated core having an annular portion and a plurality of teeth (T) projecting from 
the annular portion outward and opposed to the plurality of magnets; and a plurality of 
generation coils (W), each of generation coils wound on the respective teeth of the 
laminated core, wherein: the stator core (L) has two end plates (34) that are made of a 
metal material and disposed on both sides of the laminated core in such a manner that 
the laminated core is sandwiched in between; each of the teeth of the laminated core 
has a first portion (34) extending in a radial direction and a second portion projecting in 
a circumferential direction from an outer end of the first portion on both sides thereof; at 
least the first portion of each of the two end plates is smaller in circumferential width 
than the first portion (34) of each of the teeth (T), each of the two end plates has a first 
portion that is laid on the first portion of each of the teeth (T) made of a non-magnetic 
metal material such as aluminum. 

Regarding the stator having a second portion of the end plates that is laid on the 
second portion of each of the teeth, Wong discloses a winding end protection (10) 
having a first (20) and a second portion (24) laid on a teeth stator having an smaller 
circumferential width than the second portion of each of the teeth wherein the second 
portion is made of a non-magnetic material in order to reduce the build up of dust. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide stator having two end plates made of metal material and 
disposed on both sides of the laminated core as disclosed by Koehly, and a second 
portion made of non-magnetic material as disclosed by Wong since that would had 
been desirable protect the winding from damage and also reduce the build up of dust. 
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Regarding claims 5-7, 9 and 18-19, Koehly disclose the use of non-magnetic 
material for the end plates in order to protect the winding, therefore it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
stainless steel, since it has been held to be within the general skill of the worker in the 
art to select a know material on the basis of its suitability for intended use as matter of 
obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Regarding claim 10, it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to 
provide a thinner end plate, since such a modification would have involved a mere 
change in the size of a component. A change in size is generally recognized as being 
within the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Rose, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955). 

Regarding claims 2-4, 13-14, 16-17 and 23-24, Koehly disclose the use of an 
axial chamfered projection (39) located at the end of each cast rib (1 5) in order to 
provide an abutment or stop for wiring (page 4, column 60-67). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide 
stator having two end plates wherein the a project portion that projects from the second 
portion of a respective tooth since that would had been desirable to provide an 
abutment or stop for wiring. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yahveh Comas whose telephone number is 570-272- 
2020. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00am-5:00pm M-T. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Darren Schuberg can be reached on (571) 272-2044. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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